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DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

washington, D.C. 20554

RECEI\/ED

JUL 27 1993

In the Matter of

GSF Order compliance Filinqs

)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 93-193

--------'

DIRBOT CABB

The National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc. (NECA) sUbmit.

ita Direct Case 1n response to the Common Carrier Bureau'S lJjJ

Acee,. Tariff Designation Orde[.' This Direct Ca•• demonstrate.

that MiCA has properly reallocated General Support Facilities (GSF)

eost. in accordance with the GSF orOl[.2

I. BAC1UJROOlfD

On April 2, 1993, NECA filed it. 1993 Annual Ace••• Tariff

rates to become effective JUly 1, 1993.' Prior to that effective

date, the commission released the gar Order, adoptinq rUle

.oditioationa to correct the misallocation ot GSF investment and

related expen... among the Part 69 cost categories for exchange

, 1993 Annual Access Tariff 'i11n98, National Exchanqe
Carrier A••ociation Universal S.rvice Fund and Lifeline A••i.~ance
Rat.s, GSr Order compliance Filings, B.ll Operating Companies'
Tariff for t.h. 800 Service Management 5yst.. and aoo Data Ba••
Aoces. Taritts, Memorandum oPinion and Order Suspending Rat., and
De,ignlting Issue' for Inve.tigation, CC Docket Nos. 93-193, t3-123
a~ 93-129 and Trane. No. 556, DA 93~162, released June 23, 1993
(1993 Agee,. Tariff D••1goation OIder).

Z Amendment of the Part 69 Allocation of Gen.ral Support
Faoi1ities Costs, Report and Qrd9[, CC Dock.t No~ 92·222, FCC 93­
238, r.leased May 19, 1993 (GSF Order).

J National Exchange Carrier Association, Annual 1993 Access
Tariff F11in9, Tariff r.c.c. No.5, Transmittal No. 546, filed
April 2, 1993 (1993 Annual Access Tariff Filing).



carriers CECs). NECA tiled a compliance tariff on June 17, 1993,

a~ requlred. 4 AT'T subsequently filed a petition to suspend and

investigate NECAts GSP compliance Filing, and in its Reply NECA

~trated that AT&-Tle arC)Uiftents were without merit.' NEe-A r8t81l

associated with its 1993 Annual Access Taritf Filing and aSF

Compliance Filing went into eftect on JUly 2, 1993. 6

Ifh. COJlll\on Carrier Bureau adopted aftd re-leased its ltt;) Acee••

hritt Designation Orde~ the same day the petitions em tha GSF

compliance tarift filings were due. In th i s Order, the Bureau

d~ided to sus-pend the GSP eompllance tariffs tor one day, to

iapo•• an aceount1ACJ order and to institute- a-n investigation for

determining Whether the Gsr filing8 complied with the commission's

Gsr order. 7 The Bureau stated that this investigation was

ltt~ Ageess Tariff Daslsnation or4e~ at If Ill, 112 and

warranted llbe(:autM of the limited t!lrle within which to conduct •

necessary review of issues concerninq the Gsr filings and 1n an

abundance ot caution. ,,8 The issue designated tor investigation was

••i~l. one: "H&Y& ~he LEe. ploperly reallocated GSF costs in

4 National Exch~nge Carrier Association, .Inc., carrier COllllon
Line and Tratfic Sensitive Access Tariff Reviaions, Transmittal No.
560, tiled June 17, 1993 (GSP Compliance Filing).

S .... MICA Taritf ~.C.C. No.5, Transmittal No. 560, Petition
ot American Telephone and Telegraph company, tiled June 23, 1993
a-nd RHeA GSP Reply, filed J'ctne 28, 1~~3.

, D-lff.rlng. tariff effective 6ates were .ade- coincident
pursuant to Special Permission No. 93-542, issued June 25, 1993.
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accordance with the GSr Order?"' As NECA demonstrate. in this

Direct Case, the GSF Compliance Filing retlects the prope~

reallocation ot GSF costs in accordance with the GSF Order.

II. DISCUSSION

A. NECA Properly Reallocated GSF CRate in its GSF Complianqe
F1llDen

In the GSF Order, the Commission revised Section 69.307(b) ot

it. rules (47 C.P.R. § 69.307(b») to include Common LIn. (eL)

investment in the formula for B llocatinq GSF amounts. The

Commi••ion acknowledged that this correction was required to avoid

an under-allocation of OSF investment to the CL category and an

over-allocation of such investment to other access cate90ries,

including special access and switched transport. 10

In compliance with the Gst Order, NECA proposed revisions to

ita carrier Common Line (CCL) ratell, Lonq Term Support (LTS)

amount., and Traffio Sensitive (TIS) switched and .peoial access

rat••. " Supportinq data and documentation were provided in

aooordance with the requirements of section 61.38 of the

c~mi88ion's rul$s (47 C.F.R. 5 61.38).

The GSF allocation change resulting from the GSl Qrdor

prQduced no impact on chargeable minutes ot use tor the NECA poo~

f ~ at , 105(6).

~ GSF Qrder at " 2 and 11.

n aie generAlly GSF Compliance 1111nq, Description And
Justitication (D'J).
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ICS. '2 As a result of implementinq the GSF Order, there was an

additional assignment of revenue requirement to CL and a reduction

1n revenue requirement for TIS Switched Access and Special

Aecese. 13 N!CA End User Tariff revenues, howevor, did not increase

.1nce NECA'e Base Factor Portion revenue requirement per line per

month exceeds $6.00."

To comply with the GSF Orde~'8 requirements, NECA took the

following act1onlil:'5

1. MICA used the test period revenue requirements from it.
1993 Annual Access Tariff F11inq as II. base for developlnq
revised test period revenue requirements.

2. To revi•• tho test period revenue requirements, NECA
modified its forecast model to reflect the GSF allocat.ion
change and then reprocessed the data.

3. NECA collected data fr01l\ its member ECe and then
aqqreqa~ed it to the NECA Pool TRP level of det.i1 to
produce revised test period forecasts for Common Line and
Traffic Sensitive.~

12 In the GSF Compliance Filing, NECA al.o revised it. rates
to reflect an increase of its projected chargeable .inutes of u.e
(M9U) fro. the level filed in its 1993 Annual Access Tariff Piling­
The reSUlting changes in rates ~re not at isaue here.

" asp Compliance Filing D&J at 3-4. Because 69 ot the 1253
stUdy areas that participate in the CL pool do not participate in
the TIS Pool (1184 .tudy areas in NECA'. 1993 Annual Acees. Tariff
rilinq), tewor dollars were shifted out ot the TIS Pool than were
added to the CL Pool as a result of the GSF allocation chanqe.

f4 NBCA took several steps to ascertain the chanqe in End User
revenues for .tudy areas that participate in NECA's CL Pool but
tile their own End User tariffs. ~ GSF Compliance F111nq O&J at
8.

15 The•• actions are more tully described in NEeA's GSP
Compliance F111ng.

GSF Compliance Fi1inq at '-S.
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4.

5.

6.

7.

NECA also revised the allocation ot NECA expen.e.
pur.uant to section 69.603 of the Commission's rul•• (4'
C.F.R. S 69.603).

Projected End User revenues were determined by adding the
sum of NICA End User tariff participants' revenue and In~

User revenues tor companies tiling individual End User
tariff.. These revenues were then sUbtracted from the
NECA pool CL revenue requirement to develop LTS amounts.

NECA calculated the pool CCL rates pursuant to section
69.105 of the Commission's rules (47 C.F.R. S 69.105)
based on revised prospective oriqlnatinq and termlnatlnq
CCL rates trom the price cap ECs.

NICA revised the LTS amount based on the new projected CL
revenue requir.ment and revised End User and eeL
revenues.

8.

9.

NECA derived a rate adjustment factor for TIS Switched
Access MOU-related rate elements to aooount tor both the
1mpacts of the aBE Order and the increase 1n charqeable
MOU. 17

NECA adjusted monthly TIS special Aoees. rate level.
through the development of a rate adjust~ent factor."

As can be seen froll the above deacr Iption and NECA'. aSF2.6 166.0408 425.7r0.thlydeac</Conf 0 >925.78 Tm
(aBE)Tjact95 Tf02
0.449 0 0 12.6 10.thly

NECA'.Aoees264.8435 4687EMC 
ET
BT
/2>BD064.8Tj7.8.5945Claims1522 425025.76 Tm
(th
0.013.8Tj7.8.5945regarding2.6 432.55 
4 403.44 Tm
(the)T2BDC  TfTj7.8.5945)Tj
-,2.6 432.3onf 0 1.506 4 
ET
BT
/360.07monTj7.8.5945G0 10.7 .5453 403.44 Tm
(above)Tj
ET
BT
/Suspect <</C44 
4 403.44 Tm
(the)T918223onTj7.8.5945Compl1an9'12.6 132.2121 403.44 Tm
(As)Tj
EMC 
/Suspect6.108MC 
ET
BT
/.00.8093 Tj7.8.5945riling6 349.7829 403.44 Tm
(deacr)Tj7C 
/T1_2 1 TTf
0.23 Tj7.8.5945ar.6 307.5453 403.44 Tm
(above)Tj
ET
BT
/Suspect <</C44 T4 403.44 Tm
(the)-1_25DC 
326.0184 0 Without6 405.0892 436.56 Tm
(Aoees264.8435 )T72MC 
ET
BT
/Trou5667
326.0184 0 Kerit2.6 432.3onf 0 08227/T1_2 1 Tf
254254447326.0184 0 .0.0014 Tc 2.281 0 Td
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ET
BT
/Suspect <<2.1MC 
ET
BT
/-0.0451eAsdevel15424043 Tj4/T857 0 N!12.6 16132.2121 403.44 Tm
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EMC 
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(th5onf 0 >>BDC 87f)T4eTISabove



without merit. 19 As explained in NlCA'. GSF Reply, the prooesses

used are In cOlllpliance with commission rules associated with

Averaq8 Schedule Formula dev91opment. zo

Seotlons 69.605 and 69.606 of the Commission's Rul•• direot

NECA to develop Average Schedule formulas annually that produce

disbursements for average schedule companies that simulate the

dIsbursements that would be received by cost oompanies. 21 The

process NECA uses to update these schedUles each year relies on

historical cost company results as a basis tor schedule revisions

t.o assure that the disbursements received by average schedule

companies do, 1n fact, simulate disbursement8 that are received by

cost companles. N

As required by Commission rU1es,D NECA mad. its 1993 Average

Schedule ,111n9 on December 31, 1992, nearly five months prior to

the issuanoe of the GSF order. The 1993 Average Schedule Fi11ng,

19 AT'T Petition at 3 and note 9. AT'T also claimed that
t.wenty-eight N!CA Common Line pool participants tailed to make the
requisite rat. eh~nges 1n their individual TIS tariffs. ~ at 4.
As NECA stated 1n its Reply, the revenue requirement contained 1n
the GSF Compliance '111n9 reflecta the revenue requirements of its
pools' participants. NEeA has no authority concerning the TIS
tilings of non-poolinq TIs compani... NECA GSF Reply at 6.

~ fAA NECA OS, Reply at 3-4.

Z1 47 C.r.R. 55 69.605 and 69.606.

!, The process used to develop revisions to the Averaqe
Schedule formulas ie fully described in NECA's Proposed Revisions
to the Interstate Average Schedule Formulas, submitted December 31,
19~2 (1993 Average SchedUle Filing).

U §At 47 C.F.R. S 69.606(b).
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recently approved Py the Common Carrier Bureau, is in complianoe

with Commis.ion rules in effect on December 31, 1992.~

Following established time~lines, NECA incorporate. rule

changes in its Deoember 31 annual filing of proposed modifications

to the average sohedules. This assures that. chanqes are adopted 1n

an orderly fashion and that formulas are properly targeted. In

cases such as the instant GSF rUle change, ~her. total int~rstate

access avera;. schedule revenue requirement. tor compani.s 1n the

pool are only minimally aftected t it is reasonable for the next

routine average schedule update to reflect it. The initially·

deVeloped GSF rates were adjusted to account for the impact ot the

average schedule special access settlement tormula throuqh the

application ot a rate adjustment tactor.~

HECA'. decision to follow the Commission's established rules

tor averag_ schedule formula development did not result in either

an understatement ot the CCL rate. or overstated LTS. The eCL rate

tor the NECA pool participants is developed in accordance with

_eotion 69.105 of the Comm1ss1on'$ rUles,26 and as such, require.

NECA to use the weighted average of eeL prices of the price cap ICe

M JAI NECAts Proposed Revisions to the Average Schedules for
1993, Order, DA 93-714, released June 28, 1993.

2S Caloulation ot the rate adju8t.ment factor to adjust tor
average .chedul. settlements 1s displayed in Volume 5 at Exhibit
12, Workpaper 11 of HECA's 1993 Annual Acc~ss Taritf Filing.

H ~ 47 C.F.R. S 69.105.

1
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to de~ermlne the pool eeL rates. 21 NECA's as, Compliance Filing

reflect8 this requirement. a

In addition, had NECA been able to anticipate the impact of

the as, Order on averaqe schedule companies and included it in the

OSF compliance Filinq, the pool CL revenue requirement would have

been hiqher, not lower as AT'T claimed. As discussed above, the

eeL rat. is based on the weighted averaqe eCL prices ot companies

not in NECA 'e pool, rather than on pool company eCL r.venue

requirements. Consequently the additional CL revenue requirement

attributable to Average Schedule Companies woul~ tlow directly to

LTS obliqations, resulting in increased LTS, not the decrease

oontemplated by AT'T.~

As atated in the GSF compliance Filing and GSP Reply, NECA

intends to reflect the allocation of GSF for average schedule

companie. in the formulas it SUbmits to the Comm!s8!on in DeCember

1993. 30

NECA GSF Reply at 4.

D JsA N!CA GSF compliance Filin9 D&J at 13·14 and Appendix
3, Exhibit 3.

~ It other LICs _ust ohanqe their GSF allooation a. a result
ot thl. inveatlgat1on, NECA would revise the National Average CCL
rate and tinalize LTS accordinqly.

~ asp Compliance Filinq at note 21 and MICA GSF Reply at 5.,

S



IXI. CONCLUSION

This Direct CaS~ demonstrates that NECA'S aSF rate. are

lawtul, reasonable, in compliance with the Gsr Qr~et and ahould b.

allowed to remain in effect. The Commission should ~ermlnate its

investlqation into GSF reallocation with respect to the NECA access

tariff rate•.

RespectfullY submitted,

National EXchange Carrier Assoeiation, Inc.

o Boehle
00 S. Jefterson Road

Whippany, NJ 07991

Its Attorney

July 27, 1993
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ClI1'IPIgTI OW SPVICI

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing Direct Case were
lerve4 this 27th day of July, 1993, by mai~in9 copies thereof by
Otlited State. Mail, first class postage paid, to the persona
listed.

By~~(1J;,
Christine DeCarlo

The following parties were served:

rrancine J. Berry
AT.T
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking R1dge, New Jeraey 07920

Robert J. McKee
ATfIT
29S'North Maple Avenue
Ba.~ing Ridge, New Jersey 07920


